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1 . This written opinion is the first (first, etc,) drawn by this International Preliminary Examining Authority. 

2. This opinion contains indications relating to the following items: 

Basis of the opinion 
Priority 



Reasoned statement under Rule 66.2 (a)(ii) with regard to novelty, inventive step or industrial applicability; 
citations and explanations supporting such statement 



I 




II 


□ 


III 


□ 


IV 


□ 


V 




VI 


□ 


VII 


□ 


VIII 


□ 



Certain documents cited 



Due: 
Item: 
Initials; 





Certain observations on the international application 

3. The applicant is hereby invited to reply to this opinion. 
When? See the time limit indicated above. The applicant may, before the expiration of that tim e l i mit, request 

t his Authority to grant an extension. See rule 66.2(d). 
How? By submitting a written reply, accompanied, where appropriate, by amendments, according to Rule 66.3. 

For the form and the language of the amendments, see Rules 66.8 and 66.9. 
Also For an additional opportunity to submit amendments, see Rule 66.4. 

For the examiner's obligation to consider amendments and/or arguments, see Rule 66.4 bis. 

For an informal communication with the examiner, see Rule 66.6 
If no reply is filed, the international preliminary examination report will be established on the basis of this opinion. 

4. The final date by which the international preliminary 

examination report must be established according to Rule 69.2 is: 2 1 November 2005 (21.11. 2005) . 
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I. Basis of the opinion 



1. With regard to the elements of the international application:* 

[X] the international application as originally filed 

| | the description: 

pages Mi , as originally filed 



pages NONE 



pages NONE 



!X] the claims: 
pages 9 and 10 



pages NONE 



pages NONE 



pages NONE 



filed with the demand 
, filed with the letter of 

L as originally filed 

, as amended (together with any statement) under Article 19 
_, filed with the demand 

, filed with the letter of 



the drawings: 
pages 1-4 



pages NONE 



pages NONE 



_, as originally filed 

, filed with the demand 

, filed with the letter of m 



| | the sequence listing part of the description: 
pages NONE t as originally filed 



pages NONE 



pages NONE 



, filed with the demand 
filed with the letter of 



2. With regard to the language, all the elements marked above were available or furnished to this Authority in the 
language in which the international application was filed, unless otherwise indicated under this item. 

These elements were available or furnished to this Authority in the following language which is: 

the language of a translation furnished for the purposes of international search (under Rule23.1(b)). 
| | the language of publication of the international application (under Rule 48.3(b)). 

| | the language of the translation furnished for the purposes of international preliminary examination(under Rules 
55.2 and/or 55.3). 

3. With regard to any nucleotide and/or amino acid sequence disclosed in the international application, the written 
opinion was drawn on the basis of the sequence listing: 

[ ~\ contained in the international application in printed form. 

| | filed together with the international application in computer readable form. 

| | furnished subsequently to this Authority in written form. 

| | furnished subsequently to this Authority in computer readable form. 

[ | The statement that the subsequently furnished written sequence listing does not go beyond the disclosure in the 

international application as filed has been furnished. 
| | The statement that the information recorded in computer readable form is identical to the written sequence listing 

has been furnished. 

4. \^\ The amendments have resulted in the cancellation of: 



□ 
□ 

| | the drawings, sheets/fig NONE 



the description, pages NONE 
the claims, Nos. NONE 



5. [ J This opinion has been drawn as if (some of) the amendments had not been made, since they have been considered to go 
beyond the disclosure as filed, as indicated in the Supplemental Box (Rule 70.2(c)). 

* Replacement sheets which have been furnished to the receiving Office in response to an invitation under Article 14 are referred to in 
this opinion as "originally filed. " 
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V. Reasoned statement under Rule 66.2(a) (ii) with regard to novelty, inventive step or industrial applicability; 
citations and explanations supporting such statement 


1. STATEMENT 

Novelty (N) 


Claims 5,6 and 8 




YES 


Claims 1-4 and 7 




NO 


Inventive Step (IS) 


Claims none 




YES 


Claims 1-8 




NO 


Industrial Applicability (IA) 


Claims 1-8 




YES 


Claims NONE 




NO 



2. CITATIONS AND EXPLANATIONS 

Claims 1-4, 7 lack novelty under PCT Article 33(2) as being anticipated by Ker et al. Ker et al teach a protection device (fig. 6) 
comprises an electrical element having input nodes (shown in fig. 6), a protective circuitry (such as 45) connected across the input 
nodes, the protective circuitry comprising a clamping portion (10), a timer portion (80 and 85) connected to clamping portion and the 
input nodes for issuing a signal to the clamping portion, column 3, lines 7-21; column 4, lines 19-50. 



Claim 5 lacks an inventive step under PCT Article 33(3) as being obvious over Ker et al in view of Page and Erhard. Ker et al 
disclose all limitations of claim 1 as discussed above, but do not disclose the clamping portion and the timer circuit as claimed. Page 
discloses a protective circuit (fig. 4) comprises a volatage clamping circuit is unipolar (see abstract) and Erhard discloses an 
apparatus for internal combustion engines comprises a timer circuit is unipolar (see col. 6, lines 3-7). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the protective circuit of Ker to incorporate the 
unipolar clamping circuit ad disclosed Page and the unipolar timer circuit as taught by Erhard in order to protect the input terminal 
against transient voltage (Page, col. 2, lines 1 1-20) and improve the reliability and safety of the device (Erhard, col. 5, lines 15-17). 



Claim 6 lacks an inventive step under PCT Article 33(3) as being obvious over Ker et al in view of Hartley and DeFrancesco. Ker et 
al disclose ail limitations of claim 1 as discussed above, but do not disclose the clamping portion and the timer circuit as claimed. 
Hartley discloses a protective circuit comprises a voltage clamping is bipolar (col. 1, lines 15-24) and DeFrancesco discloses a speed 
control circuit comprises a timer circuit is a bipolar timer (col. 2, lines 44-45). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the protective circuit of Ker to incorporate the bipolar clamping circuit 
as disclosed Hartley and the bipolar timer circuit as taught by DeFrancesco in order to protect the circuit against transient voltage 
(Hartley, col. 1, lines 15-24) and control speed of the device (DeFrancesco, col. 2, lines 40-65). 



Claim 8 lacks an inventive step under PCT Article 33(3) as being obvious over Ker et al in view of Prinz et al. Ker discloses ail 
limitations of claim 1 as discussed above, but does not teach the protective circuit as claimed. Prinz discloses a protective circuit is 
mounted on a header comprising two leads and a shell mounted on the header (fig. 1). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the circuit of Ker to incorporate the initiator as taught by Prinz in 
order provide transient voltage protection. 
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Supplemental Box 

(To be used when the space in any of the preceding boxes is not sufficient) 



TIME MM IT: 

The time limit set for response to a Written Opinion may not be extended. 37 CFR 1.484(d). Any response received after the 
expiration of the time limit set in the Written Opinion will not be considered in preparing the International Preliminary Examination 
Report. 
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